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They rejected Locarno fundamentally as obligatory on Germany;
they spent their waking hours accusing the Allies of not "fulfilling"
the Locarno pledges.
The situation can be psychologically explained. It was conscious-
ness of the impossibility of action rather than the demerits of
Locarno that so roused the "national" parties, but as they could
not bear to admit the former they concentrated on the latter.
The obvious fact was that Germany could not pursue an inde-
pendent foreign policy of the old-fashioned sort because she
was a weak, not because she was a disarmed, power. Morally and
economically she was incapable of backing policy with force
which ultimately is what is meant by pursuing an independent
foreign policy. Ignoring all that, the "national" elements blamed
Locarno for not restoring Germany to her normal pre-war
position of a de facto—not a de jure; that had never been denied
—Great Power. They blamed Locarno, which was a beginning, for
not being an end. In the year of grace 1926 they wanted the
Treaty of Versailles to be as much politically a thing of the past
as the Treaty of Frankfurt was, say, in 1880, ignoring the fact
that Germany after the Locarno conferences could not possibly
be in the same political state as France was after the Conference
of Berlin, ignoring the fact that 1927 was not 1880, and that
merely because there had been forty-seven years of development
it was quite impossible, "servitude" apart, for Germany to treat
the question of Austria or the Ukraine as France had treated the
question of Tonkin or Tunis. Germany's freedom of action was
not merely limited by the Versailles "servitudes"; it was limited
by the fact of the actual development, intellectual, social, and
political, of Europe. How far intelligent Nationalists had recog-
nized that is seen by the fact that in 1927 they decided to ignore
the "servitudes" and support the Stresemann policy of bearing
them; how little the unintelligent and the malignant had realized
it is seen by the increased frenzy with which the campaign against
the treaty was now to be carried on as if it, and it alone, set
limits to the megalomaniac ambitions inherited from the worst
representatives of the system that ultimately bore the responsi-
bility for it. It is hard but necessary for a convinced opponent

